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About This Report 
 

/ƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊ DǊŜƎƻƛǊŜΩǎ Plain Talk Executive Order 05-03 (2005), this report is written in a 
manner that is brief and to-the-point, uses non-bureaucratic language and features a clean design that 

promotes fast scanning and reading. 
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Executive Summary 
 
 

Background 
 

The Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan (CLAMP) Steering Committee was created by the 
Department of General Administration (GA) to advise the department on the management of Capitol 
[ŀƪŜ ƛƴ hƭȅƳǇƛŀΣ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΦ  hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ Ǉƭŀƴ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ 
provide two-way communication with the community and others regarding the lake. The 
communication would include new findings, past actions, and current events.  The objective was taken 
seriously by lake managers and extensive effort has been undertaken to provide the public with good 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ƛƴǇǳǘΦ 
 
This report seeks to summarize that public involvement process.  It focuses primarily on public 
comments received during the alternatives analysis period, but it also provides a broader perspective of 
the community conversation by exploring the range of communication tools employed by GA, the 
Steering Committee, stakeholders, and the general public.  During the alternatives analysis period, 442 
individual comments were received regarding the management of Capitol Lake.  Of these, 409 expressed 
a desired outcome as one of four defined future alternatives for the lake.  The following tabulation 
categorizes these comments by the communication media. 
 

Comment Letters 
 
16 comment letters were received: 
 

 0 or 0% were supportive of the status quo alternative 

 3 or 19%  were supportive of the managed lake alternative 

 12 or 75% were supportive of the estuary alternative 

 0 or 0%  were supportive of the dual basin estuary alternative 

 1 or 6%   had a general comment and did not indicate a preference 
 

Comments from Emails 
 
The 199 email comments we received: 
 

 0 or 0%  were supportive of the status quo alternative 

 27 or 14% were supportive of the managed lake alternative 

 172 or 86%  were supportive of the estuary alternative 

 2 or 1%  were supportive of the dual basin estuary alternative 

 3 or 1%   had a general comment and did not indicate a preference 
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Comments from the Website 
 
When all 90 website comments were received: 

 1 or 1%  were supportive of the status quo alternative 

 41 or 46% were supportive of the managed lake alternative 

 22 or 24%  were supportive of the estuary alternative 

 10 or 10%  were supportive of the dual basin estuary alternative 

 20 or 22%   had a general comment and did not indicate a preference 
 

Comments from the CLAMP Public Workshop 
 
From the 137 public workshop comments: 

 0 or 0%  were supportive of the status quo alternative 

 57 or 42%  were supportive of the managed lake alternative 

 44 or 32% were supportive of the estuary alternative 

 8 or 6%  were supportive of the dual basin estuary alternative 

 28 or 20%  had a general comment and did not indicate a preference 
 

Comments from the CLAMP Focus Group 
 
The comments from the CLAMP Focus Group are detailed in Section VI and indicate support for 
either a lake or an estuary. 
 

Community Position Papers 
 
Community position papers which have been submitted indicate that there is support for both 
a lake and an estuary. 
 

Public Opinion Poll 
 
The City of Olympia conducted a public opinion poll by Elway Research the week of April 13, 2009.  The 
survey randomly sampled 404 Olympia residential utility customers that reside within Olympia city 
ƭƛƳƛǘǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ hƭȅƳǇƛŀΩǎ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎǎ ŀǎ ŀ 
whole.  The survey has a 5% margin of error at the 95% confidence interval.  That is, had the same 
survey conducted 100 times, the results would be within 5% of the results reported at least 95 times. 
 
!ǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀōƻǾŜΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŎƘƻƻǎƛƴƎ άŘƻ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ ǿŀǘŜǊ 
ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ǿƘŜƴ ŘŜǘŜǊƳining the future of the lake. 
 

 тл҈ ǎŀƛŘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦŀŎǘƻǊΣ ŀƴŘ тп҈ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέΤ 

 мр҈ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŀȄǇŀȅŜǊ ŀǎ ƭƻǿ ŀǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜέ ǿŀǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ пп҈ 

άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέΤ 

 11% cƘƻǎŜ άƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƻƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƪŜέ ŀǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ос҈ άŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέΦ 
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I. CLAMP Community Input 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In 1997 the GA organized the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan (CLAMP) Steering 
Committee.  The committee has met monthly since then with the public invited to attend and 
offer comments.  Steering committee membership includes the nine state, tribal and local 
entities shown in Table 1.  
 

Table 1 CLAMP Membership 

City of Olympia 
City of Tumwater 
Port of Olympia 
Squaxin Island Tribe 
Thurston County 
Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) 
Washington Department of General Administration (GA) 
Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) 

 
In 2002, the committee recommended and the state adopted a ten year management plan for 
the Capitol Lake basin.  The CLAMP Ten-Year Plan outlined 14 major management objectives for 
Capitol Lake, including a commitment to adaptive management and transparency.  Key goals of 
the vision include: 

 A study of estuary restoration feasibility 

 Develop of a sediment management plan   

 Rehabilitation of the fish ladder at the Capitol Lake dam  

 Relocation of the Percival Cove fish-rearing operation 

 Improvement of Capitol Lake water quality to meet State standards 

 Elimination of noxious weeds  

 Control of the population of Canada geese 
 

The CLAMP plan also called for restoration of infrastructure damaged in the Nisqually 
earthquake, completion of Heritage Park, and increased public use of public lands.   

CLAMP management objectives associated with conducting estuary feasibility studies, 
developing a sediment management plan, and improving Capitol Lake water quality, lead to 
development and evaluation of a range of long-term management options for the lake basins.  
This was called the CLAMP Alternatives Analysis process.   

Eventually, four management alternatives were selected and a draft and final Alternatives 
Analysis report was prepared.  The purpose of that report was to summarize all relevant 
technical findings into one document and to provide a simplified comparison of these 
management alternatives. 
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COMMUNITY INPUT 

There have been numerous opportunities for community conversations regarding management 
of the lake throughout the CLAMP process.  Several public meetings and workshops occurred 
during the Deschutes Estuary Feasibility Study process.  During the Alternatives Analysis review 
process public input was sought via multiple vectors as described below.   

The purpose of this Public Involvement Summary is to collect all public comments received 
during the Alternatives Analysis review.  It is also intended to be a companion to the CLAMP 
Alternatives Analysis Final Report. 

Informational Signs:   The Department of General Administration (GA) installed a series 
of nine informational signs around the north basin of Capitol Lake.  They described the 
four options in the Alternative Analysis and the management challenges facing the lake.  
The signs are further described in Section V of this report. 

Letter Comments:    While a vast majority of the comments received were from 
electronic sources, a handful of comments were from letters.  These are included in 
Section II.  A letter which provides specific comments on the AA Public Review Draft can 
be found in Section IX. 

Website Comments:  GA used the signs as a way to encourage comments via the GA 
website: www.ga.wa.gov.  /ŀǇƛǘƻƭ [ŀƪŜ ƛǎ ŀ άƘƻǘ ǘƻǇƛŎέ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ D! ƘƻƳŜ ǇŀƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ 
community input to the GA website is described in Section IV. 

Email Comments:   In addition to the website, a number of community comments were 
sent via email.  These were generally more detailed than the website comments.  The 
complete text of each email is provided, except when it is duplicative of other 
comments. In this case, only the name and address of the commenter is provided.  The 
comments received via email are described in Section III. 

Public Workshop Comments:   A public workshop was held during the public review 
period of the Draft Alternative Analysis Report. The workshop was held in a large tent in 
Heritage Park and drew over 200 people.  The meeting was arranged around the topics 
in the Alternative Analysis Report, and used the informational signs from around the 
lake.  Comments cards were collected and were summarized the various topics.  
Comments from the public workshop are described in Section V. 

Focus Group Comments:   Another source of community input was a focus group 
process.  A focus group (a select group of individual representing diverse community 
interests) had been used as part of a Deschutes Estuary Feasibility Study technical 
report.  This was a similar process and involved input obtained from a day-long meeting.   
Comments from the focus group meeting are described in Section VI. 

Community Position Papers:    GA received a number of position papers from the 
community during the Alternative Analysis review process.  Included in this category are 
statements from various interest groups, flyers, op-ed articles, and related materials.  
Also included are the most recent articles from the South Sound Green Pages, a 
bimonthly environmental journal.  This collection of materials is described in Section VII. 
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Public Opinion Poll:   One of the CLAMP entities commissioned a public opinion poll 
related to the Alternative Analysis.  This is another example of the range of public input 
which has been utilized by the CLAMP entities.  This public opinion poll information is 
described in Section VIII. 

Comments on the Public Review Draft:    The Alternative Analysis ς Public Review Draft 
was available for public review and comment for about three weeks.  Only one 
comment was received which specifically addressed the content of the draft report.  
Unlike comments received via the website, email or by letter, a detailed response was 
provided for this correspondence.  Comments on the Pubic Review Draft and the 
response are in Section IX. 

Print Media: The CLAMP process has been of interest to the local print media since the 
committee was created in 1997.  Articles and editorials to from the Olympian related to 
the CLAMP process from 2005 through 2009 have been assembled in Section X. 

 

NEXT STEPS 

The CLAMP Steering Committee will make a recommendation to the GA Director regarding the 
preferred long-term management for the Capitol Lake basin.  Supporting that recommendation 
will be Alternatives Analysis Final Report and this Public Involvement Summary.   

The GA director will review the Steering Committee recommendation and materials and make a 
recommendation to the State Capitol Committee (SCC).  The SCC consists of the Governor, 
Lieutenant Governor, Secretary of State, and the Commissioner of Public Lands.  The SCC will 
provide guidance on the issue before it is brought to the State Legislature for possible funding 
and action. 
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II. Letter Comments 
 

Only a handful of comments were from letters.  There was one comments letter which was sent 
by 12 persons and four other letters.  Like the multiple email comments, the original letter is 
followed by a list of all the persons who provided the same information.  The single letter 
regarding the Public Review Draft can be found in Section IX. 
 
There were a total of 16 letters received from June 1st to August 15th 2009. 
 
For those 16 comment letters: 
 

 0 or 0% were supportive of the status quo alternative 

 3 or 19%  were supportive of the managed lake alternative 

 12 or 75% were supportive of the estuary alternative 

 0 or 0%  were supportive of the dual basin estuary alternative 

 1 or 6%  had a general comment and did not indicate a preference 
 
A letter writing campaign generated several duplicate letters from different ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ.  In 
rank order based on the number of times a topic was mentioned, the following areas were 
addressed in letter comments: 
 

 An estuary will provide benefits of water quality, habitat, and species. 
 

 An estuary will bring cost savings 
 

 The marinas and the Port of Olympia can remain visible. 
 

 The estuary alternative brings improved recreation and traffic safety. 
 

 The lake has degraded due to poor leadership by GA. 
 

 Need to consider dredging only the North basin, there is a nearby site for dredge spoils 
to be deposited. 
 

 Need to return to dredging protocols of the mid 1980s 
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